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Testing has been of interest to researchers, teachers, administrators, parents,
and learners for a long time. Therefore, many studies on different aspects of testing
has been done.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the attitudes of teachers and
testers toward the achievement tests prepared by testers in the Department of Basic
English (DBE) at Middle East Technical University (METU). Five research
questions focused on the attitudes of teachers and testers towards the achievement
tests prepared by testers, whether teachers and testers had different attitudes towards
midterm exams and pop quizzes, and whether being an ex-tester affected teachers’
attitudes towards achievement tests prepared by testers.
The research was conducted in DBE at METU. Seventy-two teachers and
four testers participated in this study. Data were collected through two different but
parallel questionnaires, one of which was for teachers and the other for testers. Both
questionnaires consisted of two parts. The first part included questions on
demographic information about the participants and the second partwas made upof
questions about the achievement tests prepared by testers. The teachers’
questionnaire included 40 questions and the testers’ questionnaire included 36
questions. The data were analysed in four sections, which are opinions about the
present testing situation, teachers’ opinions about preparing their own achievement
tests, the relationship between testing and teaching, and the design of tests.  Testers
were not asked about teachers preparing their own achievement tests.
The results showed that on the whole both teachers and testers had positive
attitudes towards the achievement tests prepared by testers. Both groups seem to be
content with the present testing situation, how the relationship between testing and
teaching is established, and the design of the tests. Furthermore, the questions which
revealed teachers’ opinions about preparing their achievement tests showed that they
were pleased with having the achievement tests prepared by testers because out of
72 teachers only one said he/she  wanted to prepare the achievement tests. However,
testers answers showed that they were ‘uncertain’ whether there was an  active
cooperation between teachers and  testers.
The analysis showed that being an ex-tester was not affecting teachers’
answers as the results of the correlations was insignificant. It also revealed that
teachers and tester did not have different attitudes towards different achievement
tests, which are midterm exams and pop quizzes.
After analysing the data, some suggestions were made. It might be necessary
to ask teachers to fill in questionnaires in order to give direct, systematic feedback
and to reveal their positive attitudes. Furthermore, it might be good to make a change
in the make up of the testing office in order to help the newly appointed testers.
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1CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
Teaching and testing are two inseperable parts of the curriculum. In
Brown’s (1995) model of curriculum design, learning, and therefore teaching, are the
most important components of the curriculum. These two components are actually
the reason for a curriculum design. “…curriculum activities …provide a framework
that helps teachers to accomplish whatever combination of teaching activities is most
suitable in their professional judgement for a given situation…” (p.19). As a natural
consequence, testing is very important, too. Tests, which are derived from the
curricular objectives, give teachers a focus. Language testing, as Davies (1990) puts
it, “…provides goals for teaching, and it monitors, for both teachers and learners,
success in reaching these goals” (p.1). Therefore, tests are sources of feedback to
teachers, learners, and institutions.
The tests which give feedback directly to teachers and learners are
achievement tests. Achievement tests enable teachers and learners to find out “…the
amount of language that each person is learning in a given period of time…” (Brown,
1995, p.111). Thus, they help both parties to make decisions about the teaching-
learning process. However, if the tests are prepared by other people than the teachers
themselves, it may cause some problems.
The achievement tests used in a language program may be adopted,
developed or invented (Brown, 1996). Heaton suggests that “…the best tests for the
classroom are those tests which you write yourself” (1990, p.23), as in this case the
teacher knows what learners need, what subjects have been covered in class and how,
which will help to maintain high content validity. Although this is the ideal
2preparation of tests, it is not possible in many institutions due to the number of
teachers working there. When there are hundreds of teachers working in an
institution, preparing their own tests and testing learners consistently may become a
problem. The problem may be because of individual differences among teachers and
students. Different teachers may have different testing practices. Therefore, in such
crowded institutions there may be ‘testers’ who are assigned to prepare the tests.
Thus, the person who teaches and the one who tests are different people. As a result,
teachers and learners get feedback from someone who is not involved in the
teaching-learning process and this feedback affects what they do in the classroom.
Being responsible for testing only, the tester can spend an adequate amount of time
on each test and supposedly produce better tests than the teacher. Furthermore, it is
easier to make sure that all the students at the same level get the same questions
when a tester prepares the test, which in crowded institutions can prevent using
unfair testing to a certain extent.
Research supports the idea that tests have an impact on teaching. Alderson
and Wall (1993) define this impact, which they refer to as washback, as “the extent
to which the introduction and the use of a test influences language teachers and
learners to do things they would not otherwise do that promote or inhibit language
learning” (p.117). If this is the case, then in the institutions where teachers are not in
charge of preparing the tests, testers become responsible for the promotion or
inhibition of language learning. Most teachers would aim to help their learners
benefit form the language program they attend. Yet, they may not be able to do this
fully as tests prepared by somebody other than themselves intervene in the teaching-
learning process.
3It is difficult for a tester to provide learners and teachers with positive
washback, especially when the tester is not teaching but only producing tests. This
situation may even cause anxiety and discomfort for teachers because the “means of
control and power” (Spolsky, 1997, p.242) is in somebodyelse’s hands other than
their own. A study done by Smith, reported by Hymp-Lyons (1997), shows that “the
students’ performance was, in the teachers’ eyes, their own performance” ( p. 297).
This shows that test results are very important for teachers not only because they get
feedback on how well their students have learnt, but also on how well they have
taught. Test results show whether the teacher has passed or failed, which adds stress
to teaching, an already stressful job. Therefore, this complex relationship between
the teachers, tests, and testers may cause the adaptation of negative attitudes towards
tests and testers by teachers.
Context of the Study
Testing is an element of the curriculum. The relationship between tests,
teachers, and students is so complex that how testing is done gains great importance.
In some institutions each teacher is expected to write their own tests. In some others,
teachers working at the same level prepare the tests for their groups together. Yet in
some others, teachers do not prepare tests at all.
In the Department of Basic English (DBE) at Middle East Technical
University (METU), most of the achievement tests, including all the midterm exams
and most of the pop-quizzes, are prepared by the tester of each group. There are five
groups according to the language level of learners in the first term and three in the
second term. The tester of each group works in close cooperation with the academic
coordinator of that group. Furthermore, at least two of the teachers of that group
4proofread both the pop-quizzes and the midterm exams. Thus, most of the teachers
are not involved in the testing process. They can always give feedback to the testers
and coordinators at the monthly meetings of the group, or whenever they feel like it,
but still they are not the ones who test their own students. They have to interpret data
which is gathered by someone else’s instruments. Teachers are actively involved in
testing by only in preparing the instructor pop quizzes (IPQ). The IPQs are  short
quizzes prepared by each instructor for their own classes. Teachers are required to
hand in IPQ grades every month. It is totally up to the teacher how many IPQs will
be administered. A copy of each IPQ used should be handed in to the group
coordinator.
Statement of the Problem
The attitudes of teachers and testers towards the tests used in an institution is
important as a discrepancy in these attitudes may cause considerable damage to
teaching practices. If the aim of a language program is to support learners in their
effort to learn a language, then teachers and testers should work cooperatively. The
impact of tests on teaching should be positive in order to enhance language learning.
As Brown and Hudson (1998) say, “if the assessment procedures in a curriculum do
not correspond to a curriculum’s goals and objectives, the tests are likely to create
negative washback effect on those objectives and on the curriculum as a whole” (p.
667-8). Teaching objectives and tests should match for learning to be supported. The
discrepancy between tests and teaching objectives prevents teachers, testers and
administrators from supporting learners’ effort to learn a language.
When there is mismatch between teaching objectives and tests, teachers may
have a negative attitude towards tests. This may demotivate teachers, which may
5cause learners to be unsuccessful and institutions to fail. Therefore, it is important to
know the attitudes of teachers towards the tests they use.
Teachers working in the Department of Basic English (DBE) at Middle East
Technical University (METU) use the tests prepared by a tester in order to find out
whether objectives have been achieved. Teachers can give feedback on these tests
during the monthly meetings or any other time they want to the tester or the group
coordinator. However, this does not guarantee that every teacher voices out loud his
or her opinion on testing in DBE at METU. This could be the case as teachers give
feedback after an exam is over, at which point nothing can be done for that particular
exam. Furthermore, there are many inexperienced and newly hired teachers working
in the institution who may not feel confident enough to pinpoint the problems they
see in the testing system.
In institutions such as DBE at METU, where teachers are an important
component of the language program, it is important to know their attitudes toward
the testing system.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to find out the attitudes of teachers and testers
towards the midterm exams and pop-quizzes prepared by the testers at D.B.E, at
METU. This research aims to find out whether the teachers and testers have different
attitudes towards the testing system in DBE at METU.
Significance of the Problem
The attitude of teachers towards the tests they use should be clear to the
institutions they work in as this may affect the teaching-learning activity negatively
or positively. If the objectives of the language teaching and testing are the same and
6if the skills emphasised in teaching are tested, teachers may have positive attitudes
towards tests. In this situation, probably testers would also be content with the tests
they produce. If testers do not believe in the use of what they do, then the teaching-
learning process may be damaged as a result of inadequate tests. Therefore, the
attitudes of teachers and testers may give important clues about the application of a
curriculum.
Unfortunately, there are not many studies done on this subject. Most of the
information is anecdotal. Many books on testing claim that teachers have a negative
attitude towards testing (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, Brown, 1998, Cohen, 1994,
Hughes, 1989, Rudman, 1989). The only available research on this subject was done
by Vergili in 1985, at the Gaziantep Campus of METU. He did not report what the
attitudes of teachers and the tester was but focused on the strengths and weaknesses
of the testing system at the Gaziantep Campus of METU.
It is important to find out the attitudes of teachers and testers towards the
midterm exams and pop quizzes used at the Department of Basic English, at Middle
East Technical University, as it may tell the participants whether they work
cooperatively or not.
Research Questions
In this study the main research questions are as follows:
1. What are the attitudes of teachers towards midterm exams and pop-quizzes
prepared by testers at the Department of Basic English, METU?
2. What are the attitudes of testers towards midterm exams and pop-quizzes
prepared by testers at the Department of Basic English, METU?
3. Is there a difference between the two groups’ attitudes?
73a. Is there a difference between the attitudes towards midterm exams and
pop quizzes of the two groups’?
4. Does being a tester in the past affect the attitudes of current teachers
towards the midterm exams and pop-quizzes given at DBE, at METU?
Overview of the Study
This chapter presents the background, purpose and the significance as well as
the research questions of the study. In the second chapter, the literature on testing is
reviewed. In the third chapter, the data collection and analysis procedures are
presented. In the fourth chapter, analysis of the data is introduced while in the fifth
chapter, the results are discussed and conclusions drawn.
8CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
In Chapter 1 briefly I talked about the relationship between teaching and
testing and explained why it is important to find out the attitudes of teachers and
testers towards the midterm exams and pop-quizzes at the Department of Basic
English, at Middle East Technical University. Chapter 2 mainly focuses on the
related literature and gives a review of what has been said on testing. This chapter
includes five main sections: 1) Achievement Tests, 2) High- and Low-Stakes
Achievement Tests, 3) Properties of good tests, 4) Washback, and 5) Attitudes
Towards Testing.
Achievement Tests
Tests have different purposes. They help to obtain different kinds of
information. Tests can be categorised according to the information they give into
four main groups, which are proficiency tests, placement tests, diagnostic tests, and
achievement tests. The main focus of this research is on the achievement tests
because it aims to findout the attitudes ofteachers and testers toward the achievement
tests prepared in DBE at METU.
Achievement tests are the tests that teachers are most often involved in
constructing, administering, and/or scoring. These tests depend on the course
objectives and show how much of those are achieved (Hughes, 1989, Alderson,
Clapham, & Wall, 1995, Brown, 1996, Finocchiaro & Sako, 1983). The items of an
achievement test may only cover the material taught in class. Achievement tests are
sources of feedback on how much learning has taken place in a limited period of time
9for both learners and teachers. Therefore, the construction of achievement tests is as
important as proficiency and placement tests, if not more.
Achievement tests may serve as diagnostic tests for teaching and the design
of the program. Depending on the results, teachers can decide if they should do
remedial work on a certain subject, move on to the next unit, make more radical
changes in their methodology or not (Hughes, 1989, Brown,1996). The results may
be used to evaluate the materials used by the teacher in class. Teachers can give
feedback to administrators if changes need to take place in the curriculum design
depending on the results of achievement tests as well (Brown,1996).
Achievement tests not only show how well the specific course objectives
have been achieved, but they also help teachers obtain information on “the students’
abilities, the students’ needs” (Brown, 1996, p. 14). Therefore, they may compensate
for the lack of needs analysis or help to find out changes in the needs of learners to a
certain extent.
In short, achievement tests inform teachers about how much and in what
ways their students’ knowledge of the language has improved and how well the
course fits in the curriculum, considering the learners who take it.
Achievement tests are very important for any language program as well as
the other types of tests but what is a test by definition? There are basically three
properties of a test. “First, tests have subject matter or content. Second, a test is a
task or set of tasks that elicits observable behavior from the test taker…Third, tests
yield scores that represent attributes or characteristics of individuals” (Genesee &
Upshur, 1996, p.14). Yet, these are not enough to make a test a form of
measurement. It is the “frame of reference” (Genesee & Upshur, 1996, p.14), which
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makes the scores meaningful and “test scores along with the frame of reference used
to interpret them is referred to as measurement” (Genesee & Upshur, 1996, p.14).
Tests are quantifiable and, therefore, important tools of assessment.
High and Low-Stakes Achievement Tests
Tests may appear in different forms and serve different purposes. Quizzes
and midterm exams are both tests according to Genesee and Upshur’s definition
given in the above paragraph. However, a quiz differs from a midterm exam, which
is a test, in many aspects. “Frequent checks on learning are often referred to as
quizzes. Frequency may mean the first or last 5 or 10 minutes of almost every
lesson” (Cohen, 1980, p. 5). According to Cohen (1980), a quiz is not just a short
test. A quiz is brief and therefore easier to prepare and to score. It may serve
different purposes such as giving immediate feedback to the students and the teacher,
or acquainting the students with the test question types. A quiz may or may not be
announced in advance. On the other hand, a midterm exam has to be announced well
in advance due to its content. It is not given as often as a quiz. Midterm exams are
given “every several weeks or at least at the end of each semester or trimester, and
may take the whole class period or even longer to complete” (Cohen, 1980, p. 7).
One very important similarity between a quiz and a midterm exam is that their
format may be very similar. As Cohen puts it “a test may resemble a series of quizzes
put together, particularly if quizzes purposely consist of types of items that are to
appear on a test” (1980, p. 7). This purposely-created similarity may help to lessen
the anxiety students may have when they take a midterm exam. As students have
been answering similar type of questions throughout the month in quizzes, they may
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feel less pressure. Therefore, another purpose of the pop quizzes can be to reduce the
anxiety caused by the midterm exams.
The importance given to pop quizzes and midterm exams cause them to
have different affects on learners and teachers. Therefore, they can also be classified
as high stakes tests and low stakes tests. Stakes, in this definition, means “the degree
to which the outcome is associated with important rewards or penalties” (Other
Issues in Assessment Planning, 2001, p. 2). High-stakes testing refers to the tests
with important results, whereas low-stakes testing refers to tests with less important
outcomes. The outcome and how it is evaluated makes a test high or low stakes
testing. A test can have high or low stakes for students, teachers or the whole school.
High stakes testing may motivate learners to try harder to perform well on a test.
However, it may create a negative backwash as it may cause both the learners and
the teachers to focus on the skills being tested more than the others may. Rather than
learning and teaching the language, the focus may be on how well the results of the
tests will be. This will result in “teaching to the test” (Other Issues in Assessment
Planning, 2001, p.3). On the other hand, low stakes tests may not be as motivating as
the high stakes tests because their results do not have as much importance as the
results of high stakes tests. Low stakes tests may not have the negative backwash
effect the high stakes tests have on the teaching and learning processes. The two
negative effects of high stakes testing, which are “leading to greater scrutiny of the
results, and influencing people’s behaviors in anticipation of the assessment,” were
not “found to any substantial degree when tests have low stakes” (Other Issues in
Assessment Planning, 2001, p. 3). Unfortunately, the two negative effects of high
stakes tests may further influence the “meaning of results” (Other Issues in
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Assessment Planning, 2001, p. 3), as they may cause the learners to perform
differently from their real performances, which can be observed in classes.
High stakes testing is a part of most language programs followed by many
institutions. The proficiency tests, which certify how much one knows a language,
are an example of high stakes tests. Another example for high stakes tests is the
midterm exams given at schools. As the midterm exam results are either pass or fail,
their results gain a lot of importance and the exams themselves may have an
important influence on how teaching and learning is done. On the other hand, pop
quizzes may be an example of low stakes tests because their effect on the students’
final grades is not as much as the midterm exams’. This is the case at the Department
of Basic English, Middle East Technical University. The results of the midterm
exams make up most of the yearly average of each student, according to which they
may or may not take the proficiency exam. Quizzes are also included in the
calculation of the average but their percentages are much less than the midterms’
average.
The tests, midterm exams, themselves cannot be high or low stakes tests
because it is the interpretation of results depending on a “frame” as Genesee and
Upshur name it, that adds meaning to the tests. What the teachers or the institutions
do with the test results makes them either high or low stakes tests.
Properties of Good Achievement Tests
It is of utmost importance to remember that tests are important tools, which
help teachers, and students collect necessary information about themselves and each
other. Administrators may use the information as well, in evaluating both of the
13
participants of teaching and learning. As a result, it is very important to use ‘good’
tests in language programs.
The common properties of good tests may be discussed under the headings
of validity, reliability, practicality, authenticity, interactiveness, and washback. All
these are referred to as “test usefulness” by Bachman and Palmer (1996, p. 19).
The reliability of a test is measured by whether it yields similar results or not
when it is administered at different times, under the same conditions (Alderson,
Clapham, & Wall, 1995, Bachman & Palmer, 1996, Brown, 1996, Carroll & Hall,
1985, Finocchiaro & Sako,1983, Hughes, 1989). A reliable test measures whatever it
measures consistently. Although it is an important property of a good test, it is very
hard to find out if an achievement test is reliable. Furthermore, it is not of much use
as once the tests are administered, the results are recorded. Therefore, reliability is
not the most important property of a good achievement test.
Practicality is another property of a good test. It is important to decide
whether an achievement test is practical or not. Practicality depends on the resources
available (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, Brown, 1996, Finocchiaro & Sako, 1983,
Hughes, 1989). Resources include the time, money, staff necessary to administer the
test. The ease of scoring and interpreting the scores are also included in the definition
of practicality. “If the resources required for implementing the test exceeds the
resources available, the test will be impractical” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 35).
Authenticity became a property of a good test after the communicative
approach has gained importance. It is the degree to which the tasks of a test match
with the target language use (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, Carroll & Hall, 1985,
Hughes, 1989). An achievement test reflects what is done in class. As many people
14
believe that the correct way of teaching language is communicative, they suggest that
test should be authentic, just as the materials used in class. However, the authenticity
of any material used in language classes is debatable. Therefore, it is difficult to
ensure that an achievement test is authentic.
Interactiveness is another new item among the properties of a good test. It is
“the extent and type of involvement of the test takers’ individual characteristics in
accomplishing a test task” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 25). Interactiveness of a test
task depends on the relation between the test taker and the task. Thus, it refers to the
extent to which completing the test engages both the learner’s language abilities and
other cognitive abilities.
Impact, or washback, is another property of a good test. Washback is the
effect of testing on learning and teaching (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, Finocchiaro &
Sako, 1983, Hughes, 1989). Washback can be positive or negative. Obviously, test
writers should aim to create positive washback. In order to achieve this goal, the
items of an achievement test should be based on the course objectives. The content of
an achievement test should be clear to both learners and teachers, as its content
should be parallel with what is done in class. The skills that are covered in class
should be reflected in the tests in order to create positive washback.  Learners and
teachers are often motivated “when the tests measure the same types of materials and
skills that are described in the objectives and taught in the courses” (Brown &
Hudson, 1998, p. 668).
The last property of a good test is validity. Validity refers to how accurately
a test measures what it is supposed to measure (Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995,
Bachman & Palmer, 1996, Brown, 1996, Carroll & Hall, 1985, Finocchiaro &Sako,
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1983, Hughes, 1989). The validity of an achievement test has to be established in
every possible way as it affects most of the other properties of a good a test. It is not
possible to talk about beneficial backwash if the test is not valid. There are different
aspects of validity, which include content, construct, criterion, and face validity. The
validity of a test has to be assessed in the environment it will be used (Alderson,
Clapham, & Wall, 1995). A test may be valid for a certain purpose of a certain
language program, but less valid for another one. It should be kept in mind also that
validity is relative when assessing a test.
Validity is one of the most important properties of an achievement test. If
the test measures what it is intended to measure accurately, then it is valid. There are
mainly four types of validity, which are content, criterion-referenced, face, and
construct validity. Alderson, Clapham, and Wall say that “it is best to validate a test
in as many ways as possible. In other words, the more different ‘types’ of validity
that can be established, the better, and the more evidence that can be gathered for any
‘type’ of validity, the better” (1995, p. 171).
Content validity is present if the test’s content reflects the course content
(Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1996, Brown, 1996, Finocchiaro & Sako, 1983
Hughes, 1989). The test should include a proper sample of the language structures
and skills that are of concern. Therefore, this aspect of validity can be assessed by the
“experts making judgements in some systematic way” (Alderson, Clapham, & Wall,
1995, p. 173). The experts are defined as “people whose judgement one is prepared
to trust, even if it disagrees with one’s own” (Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995, p.
173). Using test specifications is a way of achieving content validity. The test’s
content can be compared with what it is supposed to be by referring to the test
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specifications written at the first place. As Alderson, Clapham, and Wall say “a
formal teaching syllabus or curriculum, or a domain specification” (1995, p. 173)
may be referred to as well. Although assessing the content validity of a test may be
done in many different ways, “depending on the particular language teaching
situation and staff,…the goal should always be to establish an argument that the test
is a representative sample of the content that the test claims to measure” (Brown,
1996, p. 233). One of these ways may be surveying the experts, who might be
teachers and testers in an achievement test if they are “willing to be just as critical of
their own tests as they are of commercial tests” (Brown, 1996, p. 41).
The importance of content validity can be understood more if the washback
of tests on teaching is examined. The next section deals with the issue of washback
in detail.
Washback
The relationship between testing and teaching is undeniable. Yet, they are
two different activities. Davies says that “testing is not teaching and we can - and
should - insist that the operation of testing is distinct from teaching and must be seen
as a method of providing information that may be used for teaching and other
purposes” (1990, p. 24).
Testing and teaching have to be in harmony in order to be able to claim that
a language program is serving its purposes. As Hills put it:
“an instructional program is weakened if the tests do not reflect the
instruction or the objectives that the instruction is supposed to
accomplish. Put the other way around, the effectiveness of tests to
ascertain whether or to what degree students have learned what they
are suppose to learn is lessened if the instruction is not relevant to
what is being tested” (1976, p. 267).
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For language programs to be successful, teaching and testing have to reflect
one another. As a result of the program’s success, administrators, teachers, and
students will be successful too. Gronlund (1968, p. 2) claims that “like teaching
itself, the main purpose of testing is to improve learning, and within this larger
context there are a number of specific contributions it can make”. ‘Good’ teaching
and testing result in ‘good’ learning.
It is commonly accepted that teaching is affected by tests given. “Much
teaching is related to the testing that is demanded of its students. In other words
testing always has a ‘washback’ influence and it is foolish to pretend that it does not
happen” (Davies, 1990, p. 24). Accepting the effect of testing on teaching may also
mean accepting its influence on learning. Therefore, positive washback should be the
aim in order for testing to influence learning positively. According to Gronlund
(1968, p. 2) “the use of tests can have an immediate and direct effect on the learning
of students. They can (1) improve student motivation, (2) increase retention and
transfer of learning, and (3) contribute to greater self-understanding”. Most teachers
would like to achieve these as well as the course objectives stated in the syllabus.
Other than this ‘immediate and direct effect’ of testing on students, there is also its
effect on teachers, which may not seem as direct as its effect on students.
Bailey states this clearly when she says, “in addition to its potential impact
on students, test-derived information can also influence teachers…” (1996, p. 266).
The washback influence of testing, whether positive or negative, affects how and
what teachers teach.
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Teachers are involved in evaluation, yet they may not be the ones to prepare
the tests, which affect them to a great extent. However, this does not prevent the
effects testing has on teachers. As Genesee and Upshur put it:
More than anyone else, teachers are actively and continuously involved in
second language evaluation - sometimes as the actual person making the
decisions; sometimes in collecting relevant information for others who will
make the decisions; or sometimes helping others by offering interpretations
of students’ performance. Even when the teachers are not the actual decision
makers, they are affected (1996, p. 3).
Teachers’ exclusion from the preparation of tests may cause a big problem. The
content of the test may not be parallel with teaching. “Mismatch can often go
unnoticed unless teachers are included in the test development process” (Lynch &
Davidson, 1994, p. 737).  Teachers know what their learners can and cannot do. They
make necessary adaptations in the syllabus if they are allowed to. “Professional item
writers are likely to be less sensitive to the audience being tested, to changes in the
curriculum or its implementation, to varying levels of the school or test population,
and to other features of the testing content” (Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995, p.
41). Therefore, a good solution to these problems is to have a team of “professional
item writers and suitably experienced teachers” (Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995,
p. 41).
The affect of testing on teachers may be positive as well. Teachers may
make use of test results for improving their teaching. “We can use them to diagnose
our own efforts as well as those of our students” (Madsen, 1983, p. 5). As the most
basic reason for using tests is to gather information and make decisions depending on
the information in hand, teachers may feel the need to change different aspects of the
teaching-learning process. This may bring in the improvement of teaching-learning
process, and therefore, the success of the whole language program applied in
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institution. Improvement can be achieved by making teaching and testing work
together. Davies (1990, p. 96) argues for “an integrated view of language teaching
and testing, with each informing the other rather than as opponents.” He further
claims that “change in language teaching must be possible; that is, there must be
some way of responding to new ideas and demands. It is best if the change comes in
through the syllabus and the examination and the teacher.”
The relationship between testing and teaching has important effects on all
participants of a language program, but especially on students and teachers. It should
be the big goal to make these effects positive if improvement of the language
program is wanted.
Testing is one of the components of a curriculum. Brown (1995) says that
there are six components of a curriculum, which are “needs analysis, objectives,
testing, materials, teaching, and evaluation” (p. 20). He further claims that “ each
component is a crucial element in the development and the maintenance of a sound
language curriculum” (p. 19). The reason for this could be that each component is
linked to the ones coming before and after it. For example, in Brown’s curriculum
design (1995, p. 108), it is stated that “testing is, or should be, a natural next step in
the process of curriculum design” following the development of goals and objectives
and preceding materials development. It is obvious that testing is an important part of
the whole curriculum. Yet, this is not enough to show the importance of testing and
tests. Although good tests are not easy to prepare, they “can be used to unify a
curriculum and give it a sense of cohesion, purpose, and control” (Brown, 1995, p.
22). Therefore, testing is not only a part of the big whole, but also a factor that has
considerable effects on the whole, the curriculum. Hills says that:
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tests can be used to help organize a curriculum that is hierarchical by
helping the curriculum developers decide what the hierarchy is and
whether a sound hierarchy has been discovered…. in developing a
hierarchy, testing is used to determine what the separate steps are,
what their order should be, and whether there is indeed a hierarchy at
all (1976, p. 272).
Whether a curriculum is hierarchical or not, testing is a component of it and
may be used to improve the curriculum, which in turn will result in the improvement
of all the other parts.
The effect of testing on the curriculum is due to its main purpose, which is
to gather information. As Bachman (1990, p. 58) puts it “since the basic purpose of
tests in educational programs is to provide information for making decisions, the
various specific uses of tests can be best understood by considering the types of
decisions to be made”. The different kinds of decisions which are made through
testing reveal how testing affects different components of the curriculum. Bachman
(1990, p. 58) divides these decisions into two main groups, which are ‘macro-
evaluation’ and ‘micro-evaluation’. Macro-evaluation includes the decisions about
the program, whereas micro-evaluation includes the decisions about individuals.
“The appropriateness, effectiveness, or efficiency of the program” (Bachman, 1990,
p. 58) are some of the macro-evaluation examples, and decisions about “entrance,
placement, diagnosis, progress, and grading” (Bachman, 1990, p. 58) are some
examples of the micro-evaluation. The micro-evaluation examples show the bond
between testing and teaching, the two important components of a curriculum.
Teaching is at the centre of a curriculum according to Brown as he says
“one purpose of all the elements of curriculum design is to support teachers and help
them do what they do best: teach” (1995, p. 179). It would be very motivating for
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teachers to know that all the rest of the curriculum is designed so as to enable them
improve their teaching. However, it probably would not be enough to stop them from
being worried about the tests and their results. Teachers would still be affected by
what will be tested and how will it be done to a great extent. Teaching and testing are
directly related. Therefore, all the participants of teaching are under the influence of
testing.
Attitudes Towards Testing
Many books on testing claim that teachers are unhappy about testing in
general (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, Brown, 1998, Cohen, 1994, Hughes, 1989,
Rudman, 1989). Yet, there are not as many research studies on this topic to prove
claims. In his article, Rudman (1989, p.2) says that “there is a gap between what
teachers and administraters think, and what those who write about them say that they
think about the value of testing”. Obviously, there are contradictory ideas about what
teachers’ attitudes towards testing are.
One research study done by Monsaas and Engelhard (1994) aimed to find out
“how teachers’ attitudes towards testing practices affect the way teachers prepare and
administer standadized tests” (p.469). They worked with 186 classroom teachers
from Georgia. They found that teachers who thought that “testing practices were
dishonest were less likely to engage in them” (p469). Furthermore, the study
revealed that the pressure teachers perceived to achieve higher test scores resulted in
engaging in more test preparation activities.
The only available study done in Turkey on this subject was by Vergili
(1984). He wrote a master thesis on teachers’ attitudes toward testing at METU,
Gaziantep Preparatory School. One tester and fifteen teachers were the participants
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of this study. He gave a questionnaire to all of the participants and compared the
answers. Yet, he used the results of the comparison to point out the strengths and
weaknesses of the testing system rather than stating clearly what teachers’ attitudes
were. However, looking at the constraints he states in his conclusion, one may think
teachers do not have a positive attitude toward testing at their institution as they think
there is a lack of coordination between the testers and the teachers. Vergili ends this
section by arguing that the tests favor one type of knowledge, do not measure the
ability to produce original responses, are not congruent with the aims and practices
of the language teaching, and are not appropriately pre-tested.
Teachers’ attitudes towards testing should be revealed by different research
studies as testing practices vary from one institution to another and as there are not
many research studies on this important issue.
This chapter reviewed the literature on testing as it relates to this study and
the next chapter will give information on the participants, materials, procedures, and
the data analysis.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This study investigates the attitudes of teachers and testers towards the
achievement tests prepared by testers in the Department of Basic English (DBE) at
Middle East Technical University (METU). In order to investigate this, two sets of
data were necessary: attitudes of teachers and testers. This third chapter explains the
methodology used in the study to gather this information presenting the participants,
materials, procedure, and the data analysis.
Participants
The participants of the study are the testers and teachers who are currently
working in DBE at METU. Four testers and 69 teachers were included in the study.
Testers
Only testers who are currently working in the test office are included as testers
in the study. There are four testers, who are responsible for producing the mid-term
exams and all pop quizzes, except the instructor pop quizzes, for their level. In the
second semester, there are three levels of students in DBE at METU, which are pre-
intermediate, intermediate, and upper-intermediate. The pre-intermediate group has
two testers, one being the morning group’s tester and the other, the afternoon
group’s. This is because the pre-intermediate group has six hours of class per day and
therefore, two teachers to teach English. However, the intermediate and the upper
intermediate groups have only four hours of class and one teacher each. Although
there is a physical testing office, testers who make up this group do not work
together, but prepare tests alone. Each tester is responsible for preparing her own
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group’s tests. Testers work together with the academic coordinators of their level and
the proofreaders, who are chosen from the teachers of that level.
All four testers who participated in this study are female and it is their first year
in the testing office. Two of them have been working in DBE at METU for more
than five years and the other two for more than ten years. All four of them have taken
courses on ‘testing’ or ‘measurement and evaluation’. One of the testers has previous
experience as a tester at a different institution. None of them work as teachers
currently.
Teachers
The researcher aimed to include all teachers who were currently teaching at
DBE, METU. Unfortunately, this did not happen. Although all teachers who were
present at school on the days of data collection, which was around 150 teachers, were
given the questionnaire, only 73 of them were returned. The rate of return is almost
50%. As a matter of fact, teachers were asked to help the researcher by filling in the
questionnaire but some frankly said that they did not want to participate in the study.
All of the teachers were not available on the two days the data was collected.
Among the teachers who participated in the study, there are five males and
sixty-eight females. Due to this distribution, sex was not examined as a variable.
Their experience as teachers ranges between one and 31 years.
Materials
The materials used in this study were questionnaires. Testers and teachers
were given two different questionnaires in order to be able to find out their attitudes
towards the achievement tests prepared by testers in DBE at METU. Most of the
questions on the two questionnaires are parallel. There are forty questions in the
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teachers’ questionnaire and thirty-four in the testers’ questionnaire. In the teachers’
questionnaire there are questions asking if they would prefer to prepare their own
achievement tests which are not included in the testers’ questionnaire as the testers
already construct the achievement tests. In the teachers’ questionnaire, one of the
questions asks whether the achievement tests confine themselves to recognition
rather than more creative aspects of the language. The equivalent of this question in
testers’ questionnaire is worded differently as a result of an editing error. Testers are
asked whether they think the tests confine themselves to testing knowledge about
language rather than use of language. These questions were treated alike because
they refer to the same subject. The last different question in testers’ questionnaire
asks testers for how long they have been working at the testing office at the
Department of Basic English (DBE), Middle East Technical University (METU).
A questionnaire was used to collect the data due to the large number of
potential participants and the time limit for completing the study. The questionnaires
were prepared by the researcher using Vergili’s (1984) questionnaire as a model. As
the questionnaires were prepared to find out the attitudes of two different groups
towards the achievement tests prepared by testers, the questions were designed to
reveal this. Sex, years of experience as a teacher, experience at DBE, METU,
whether the participants took any courses on testing or measurement and evaluation,
whether the participants were ex-testers or not were also included as they may be
variables affecting the results of the study. Yet, only whether the participants were
ex-testers or not was looked at. Sex, years of experience as a teacher, experience at
DBE, METU, whether the participants took any courses on testing and evaluation
could not have been explored due to the time limitation. After the questionnaires of
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testers and teachers were prepared, they were piloted with ten people, four of whom
were testers and six, teachers, who work in similar conditions as the testers and
teachers working in DBE at METU.
The questionnaires were made up of two sections. On the first page of the
questionnaires, the participants read an explanation of the purpose of the research,
which was followed by demographic information questions. On the second page, the
attitude questions started and the participants were asked to circle the appropriate
answer for themselves. All of the attitude questions were Likert-scale and the
participants had to circle the best alternative for them. The alternatives were
‘strongly disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘neutral’, ‘agree’, ‘strongly agree’. The questionnaires
were four pages long.
Procedures
After receiving permission from the Department of Basic English, at Middle
East Technical University to do the research, the researcher first administered a pilot
study to check for any difficulties in understanding the items of questionnaires in
May 2001 with teachers and testers who work in similar conditions to the testers and
teachers of DBE at METU. After making a few necessary corrections, the researcher
administered the questionnaires in May 2001, in DBE at METU. The researcher
explained to testers and teachers the aim of the study separately and asked them to
fill in the questionnaires by circling the best answers for them. Only those who
agreed to participate were given the questionnaires.
The data was collected over a few days, as most of the teachers wanted to fill
in the questionnaires at home. Testers returned questionnaires on the same day they
took them.
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Data Analysis
The data analysis was done using SPSS. Teachers’ answers were analysed
separately and chi-square values were calculated. The results were discussed by
grouping the related question results together. Under each table, narrative
explanations were given. The testers group was too small for statistical analysis.
Therefore, the calculations were not repeated for them. Furthermore, because the
number of testers was too small, the comparisons of the two groups’ answers may
not be valid.
The next chapter presents the data analysis and displays all data related to the
attitudes of teachers and testers towards the achievement tests prepared by testers at
the Department of Basic English at Middle East Technical University.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS
Overview of the Study
This study examined the attitudes of teachers and testers towards the
achievement tests prepared by testers the Department of Basic English (DBE) at
Middle East Technical University (METU). In order to do this, teachers and testers
were given questionnaires and the results were analysed. The results of these
questionnaires are presented below.
Data Analysis Procedures
In order to answer the research questions, the questionnaire results were
analysed. The questionnaires consisted of two sections. The first section, which
consists of the first five questions in the teachers’ questionnaire and the first six in
the testers’ questionnaire, revealed demographic data about the participants. Sex,
years of experience, years of experience at METU, whether teachers have taken any
courses on ‘testing’ or ‘measurement and evaluation’, and whether they had worked
at the testing office in the DBE at METU or elsewhere were some of the questions
included in this section in the teachers’ questionnaire. The first four questions were
the same in testers questionnaire. The fifth question asked how long the testers has
worked in DBE at METU and the sixth question, which was the last question of the
first section, asked testers if they had worked in DBE at METU. The information
given in this section is presented in separate tables for testers and teachers in Chapter
3.
The results of questions in the second section were analysed in four different
groups. First, the frequencies for each question were calculated. Next, they were
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displayed in tables together with the percentages and chi-square values. Finally, the
tables were interpreted.
The low number of testers, which is four, does not yield reliable comparisons.
Yet, comparisons were still made because there were only four testers working in
DBE at METU.
Teachers’ opinions about the present testing situation
In Table 1 the results of questions concerned with teachers’ attitudes
towards the current teaching situation are presented. Hereinafter the questions in the
teachers’ questionnaire will be referred to as Q. The questions covered in the table
are Q6-Q9. Q6 examined thoughts on the cooperation between the testing office and
teachers. Q7 focused on the satisfaction of participants with the present testing
practices. Q8 asked if the previous midterm exam results were taken into
consideration in the preparation of the forthcoming ones and Q9 asked the same for
pop quizzes.
Table 1
Teachers’ Opinions About the Present Testing Situation
 No SD D U A SA CS
F % F % F % F % F %
6 1 1.39 10 13.89 15 20.83 34 47.22 11 15.28 41.89
7 1 1.39 5 6.94 17 23.61 40 55.56 9 12.50 66.66
8 3 4.17 4 5.56 26 36.11 33 45.83 4 5.56 59.00
9 2 2.78 7 9.72 30 41.67 27 37.50 5 6.94 49.21
p ≤ .0001 df = 4 for all questions
Note. No = Question Number; SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; A = Agree;
SA = Strongly Agree; CS = Chi Square; F = frequency.
The results of the chi-square analysis were significant for all questions. This
means that the answers given in each question reflect meaningful differences among
teachers. In each case here, teachers agreed with the premises presented in the
30
questions. The reason for this may be that teachers have different chances to critique
or criticize the achievement tests prepared by testers. Teachers can raise issues
related to these tests in monthly meetings, which all teachers of that group, the tester
and the academic coordinator attend. Furthermore, teachers may talk to both the
tester and the academic coordinator about the achievement tests whenever they want.
Some teachers are asked to be proofreaders, which may help them feel comfortable
enough to intervene with the tests, and therefore, be happy with the current testing
practices.
Table 1 also shows that a large number of teachers, twenty-six and thirty
respectively, are uncertain about the assumptions presented in Q8 and Q9. This may
be because often drastic changes do not take place after the discussions in the
monthly meetings. It may also be because the teachers’ evaluations of the
achievement tests prepared by testers are not systematic. Although all teachers are
free to talk about the tester made achievement tests, they may not be getting
systematic feedback on their suggestions or critisisms.
Testers’ answers were more mixed on the whole and generally revealed
more uncertainty. Two testers disagreed, one was uncertain, and one agreed with the
premise presented in Q6. Three testers were uncertain about the assumption made in
Q7, and one agreed with it. One tester disagreed and two agreed with the idea put
forward in Q8, but one was uncertain about it. One tester disagreed, two agreed,and
one was uncertain about the premise presented in Q9.
Teachers’ results show that many teachers are satisfied with the current
testing situation. However, testers seem to be uncertain. One of the reasons for this
might be the freedom teachers have in criticizing the tester-made achievement tests.
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Tests are often critisized much more easily than they are produced. The focus is often
on the problematic parts of the tests and positive feelings and attitudes are often
unnoticed, or even unspoken. This might be affecting testers’ attitudes towards the
current testing practice because they do not know of the positive attitudes of the
teachers towards the achievement tests on the whole, as these results show. They
might feel isolated. Testers are chosen by the administration every two years. They
might be accepting the offer because they feel that they should. Without being
prepared for this task, by going through some kind of orientation, they start preparing
tests and they produce tests similar to the previous ones. This might be affecting their
creativity, and thus make them feel uncertain about what they think about the present
testing situation they are in.
Teachers’ opinions about preparing their achievement tests
In Table 2, the results of questions on preparing their own achievement tests
are displayed. The questions covered in this table are Q10-Q16. There are no
equivalents of these questions in testers’ questionnaire as they are already the ones
who prepare the achievement tests. Q10 examined teachers’ willingness to prepare
their own midterm exams and Q11 all their own pop quizzes. Q12 and Q13 asked
teachers if they would prefer to prepare their midterm exams and all pop quizzes
working together with their colleagues. Q14 and Q16 examined the present practice
and Q15 asked if teachers would rather the testing office prepared all their pop
quizzes.
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Table 2
Teachers’ opinions about preparing their achievement tests
No SD D U A SA CS
F % F % F % F % F %
10 32 44.44 29 40.28 7 9.72 4 5.56 0 0.00 35.22
11 27 37.50 35 48.61 4 5.56 4 5.56 2 2.78 66.19
12 24 33.33 25 34.72 8 11.11 12 16.67 3 4.17 26.47
13 22 30.56 28 38.89 10 13.89 11 15.28 1 1.39 31.47
14 1 1.39 5 6.94 3 4.17 25 34.72 38 52.78 74.11
15 3 4.17 21 29.17 9 12.50 22 30.56 17 23.61 18.56
16 3 4.17 9 12.50 7 9.72 26 36.11 27 37.50 35.22
p ≤ .0001 df = 4 for all questions
Note. No = Question Number; SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; A = Agree;
SA = Strongly Agree; CS = Chi Square; F = frequency.
The results of the chi-square analysis were significant for all questions. This
means that the answers given for each question reflect meaningful differences among
teachers. With the premises presented in the first four questions, which asked
teachers if they would prefer to prepare their achievement tests themselves or in
cooperation with other teachers, teachers disagreed, but with the ones in the last three
questions, which reflect the current situation, teachers agreed.
The shift from disagree to agree among these questions is striking. The reason
for such large number of teachers not to want to prepare their own achievement tests
may be a resistance to change. It may be because of the already overloaded work
schedule teachers are supposed to accomplish. It might be because of lack of
confidence as many teachers do not know how to prepare good achievement tests.
This is due to the lack of training of teachers on this subject. Thirty out of seventy-
two participants said they had not taken any courses on testing or measurement and
evaluation.
The same reasons may account for so many teachers wanting the test office
do the testing rather than themselves. Although many of the testers are actually their
colleagues, not expert test writers, they depend on the testers but not their own selves
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to prepare the achievement tests for their classes. They prefer another teacher to
prepare the tests, even though they may be equally equipped to write achievement
tests.
The answers to Q15, which asks if teachers would like the testing office to
prepare all pop quizzes are striking, as they are rather different from the answers of
Q14 and Q16. Teachers seem less certain about the idea of the testing office’s
preparing all the pop quizzes. The total number of strongly disagree, disagree, and
uncertain are almost equal to the sum of agree and strongly agree, 33 and 39
respectively, whereas in Q14 and Q16 the total number of agree and strongly agree is
far more than the other the sum of other alternatives. The reason for the number of
teachers who want to continue producing their own pop quizzes might be teachers’
wish to take part in the assessment of their learners in some way.
The relationship between testing and teaching
In Table 3 the results of questions which examine teachers’ views of the
relationship between testing and teaching are presented. The questions included in
Table 3 are Q17-Q32 and Q35-Q36. Q17 examined the existance of items which
were not covered in class in the midterm exams and Q18 in the pop quizzes. Q19
asked if the midterm exams were made up of decontextualised, separate items and
Q20 asked the same for pop quizzes. Q21 and Q22 revealed opinions on the language
skills covered in midterm exams and pop quizzes respectively. Q23 and Q24
examined if midterm exams and pop quizzes were testing recognition rather than
creative use of language. The next two questions, Q25 and Q26, asked if the midterm
exams and pop quizzes were appropriate for students in terms of their abilities. Q27
and Q28 examined if the midterms and pop quizzes were parallel with teaching
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practices. Following these, Q29 and Q30 asked whether the language was tested in
the way it was taught. The next two questions presented in this table, Q31 and Q32,
revealed if the midterm exams and pop quizzes reflected the course objectives. Q35
and Q36 asked the value of midterm and pop quiz items` proportion to the emphasis
on the subject matter in teaching.
Table 3
 The Relationship Between Testing and Teaching
No SD D U A SA CS
F % F % F % F % F %
17 30 41.67 27 37.50 11 15.28 2 2.78 2 2.78 50.08
18 32 44.44 29 40.28 8 11.11 3 4.17 0 0.00 35.67
19 11 15.28 35 48.61 10 13.89 16 22.22 0 0.00 22.56
20 9 12.50 39 54.17 8 11.11 14 19.44 1 1.39 60.20
21 0 0.00 2 2.78 2 2.78 42 58.33 26 36.11 64.00
22 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 5.56 43 59.72 25 34.72 31.75
23 3 4.17 21 29.17 10 13.89 30 41.67 8 11.11 33.14
24 4 5.56 23 31.94 11 15.28 27 37.50 7 9.72 28.28
25 2 2.78 5 6.94 15 20.83 42 58.33 8 11.11 72.58
26 2 2.78 3 4.17 16 22.22 41 56.94 9 12.50 72.02
27 1 1.39 10 13.89 8 11.11 40 55.56 13 18.06 62.31
28 0 0.00 7 9.72 5 6.94 44 61.11 16 22.22 53.89
29 1 1.39 8 11.11 7 9.72 45 62.50 10 13.89 86.68
30 1 1.39 6 8.33 6 8.33 49 68.06 9 12.50 108.93
31 2 2.78 2 2.78 7 9.72 49 68.06 10 13.89 112.71
32 2 2.78 1 1.39 10 13.89 47 65.28 11 15.28 100.48
35 0 0.00 6 8.33 15 20.83 40 55.56 10 13.89 39.48
36 0 0.00 7 9.72 14 19.44 40 55.56 10 13.89 38.58
p ≤ .0001 df = 4 for all questions
Note. No = Question Number; SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; A = Agree;
SA = Strongly Agree; CS = Chi Square; F = frequency.
The results of the chi-square analysis were again significant for all questions.
This means that the answers given for each question reflect meaningful differences
among these teachers. In most of the cases here, teachers agreed with the assumption
presented in the question.
A large number of teachers, more than forty, seem to be satisfied with the
relationship between testing and teaching as it is established in the achievement tests
prepared by testers. On the whole, testing is perceived to match with teaching, and
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thus, with the curriculum. For Q17 and Q18, the number of teachers who strongly
disagree and who disagree are large, strongly disagree being a little more. For Q21-
22 and Q27-32, the number of teachers who strongly agree and agree are far more
than the other alternatives. One of the reasons for this may be that testers and
academic coordinators work hard to make sure that the content of the achievement
tests are parallel with what is taught in class. A lot of attention is paid to this because
testers do not teach. Therefore, they stick to the contents of the books used by the
teachers and students of that level. The proofreaders may be an important factor in
achieving this aim. Due to the fact that proofreaders are chosen from current
teachers, it may be easier to prepare achievement tests which are parallel with
teaching. Furthermore, when the results of Q29 and Q30 are examined closely, it is
seen that teachers think that in the achievement tests language is tested in the way it
is taught.
For Q19 and Q20, the total number of teachers who chose strongly disagree
and agree are much more than the teachers who chose uncertain, agree, and strongly
agree. Yet, for Q23 and Q24, the total number of teachers who either agree or
strongly agree more than the sum of teachers who disagreed or strongly disagreed.
On one hand, teachers seem to be happy with the treatment of language because they
do not think that the midterm exams and pop quizzes are made up of
decontextualised, separate items. On the other hand, they think the exams confine
themselves to recognition rather than more creative aspects of the language.
One of the reasons for this might be that different teachers interpret the
question differently. ‘The creative aspects of language’ may have been interpreted in
different ways. Yet another reason for the different answers may be the differences in
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teaching. It may be true that some teachers teach language in the way it is tested,
whereas some others do not. Differences in teaching and the reasons for them can be
explored with further research.
Q25 and Q26 asked if the midterm exams and pop quizzes are appropriate for
the students in terms of their abilities. Most of the teachers agreed or strongly agreed
with these statements. Yet, teachers who are uncertain about the situation are more
than the uncertain teachers in almost all the other questions. This might be because of
the individual differences between students in different classes or because of the
different expectations or practices of teachers.
Q35 and Q36 asked whether the value of midterm exam and pop quiz items
are proportional to the emphasis on the subject matter in teaching. None of the
teachers strongly disagreed and 50 agreed and strongly agreed with the premises
presented in these questions. This again supports the idea that teachers see a
connection between teaching and testing practices.
Testers seem to be sure that the relationship between testing and teaching is
established well. They disagreed with the questions, which presented negative
assumptions and agreed with the positive ones. They disagreed with the questions
that asked whether the achievement tests viewed language as a set of
decontextualised, separate items (Q23-24). They also disagreed with Q17 and 18,
which asked if the achievement tests included items that were not covered in class.
However, one of the testers agreed with the idea that the achievement tests confine
themselves to testing knowledge about language rather than use of language,
although all four of them agree that the language was tested in the way it is taught.
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Testers agree that skills tested in the achievement tests were parallel with what was
taught and that the tests were appropriate for the students in terms of their abilities.
Both teachers and testers agree that the achievement tests prepared by testers
are parallel with the curriculum. Yet, among teachers some participants have doubts
about whether the tests confine themselves to recognition rather than more creative
aspects of the language. Similarly, a tester agrees with the idea that the achievement
tests they prepare confine themselves to testing knowledge about language rather
than use of language. If the disagreement in both groups is due to the difference
between how language is taught and how it is tested, than the achievement tests
might be creating negative backwash. Furthermore, although both testers and
teachers seem to think that the achievement tests are parallel with teaching practices,
a majority of the answers are agree rather than strongly agree in both groups.
Teachers who chose agree, especially for Q25-32, are more than forty, but those who
strongly agree are only around ten. Most of these teachers’ not choosing ‘strongly
agree’ may be meaningful. This might show that these people are not fully satisfied
with how the relationship between testing and teaching is established.
Design of tests
In the final table, which is Table 4, the results of questions concerned of
teachers attitudes towards the design of the achievement tests are presented. The
questions covered in this table are Q33-Q40. Q33 and Q34 examined the clarity of
instructions of the midterm exams and pop quizzes respectively. Q37 and Q38 asks if
the midterm exams and pop quizzes have only one correct answer or not. Q39 and
Q40 examined the appropriateness of the design of the achievement tests.
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Table 4
Design of Tests
No SD D U A SA CS
F % F % F % F % F %
33 1 1.39 0 0.00 6 8.33 41 56.94 23 31.94 55.59
34 0 0.00 1 1.39 2 2.78 43 59.72 23 31.94 69.15
37 8 11.11 15 20.83 15 20.83 22 30.56 9 12.50 9.19
38 6 8.33 16 22.22 14 19.44 26 36.11 7 9.72 18.90
39 0 0.00 2 2.78 7 9.72 39 54.17 22 30.56 47.600
40 0 0.00 1 1.39 6 8.33 41 56.94 22 30.56 55.83
p ≤ .0001 df = 4 for all questions
Note. No = Question Number; SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; A = Agree;
SA = Strongly Agree; CS = Chi Square; F = frequency.
The results of the chi-square analysis were significant for all questions. This
means that the answers given for each question reflect meaningful differences among
the teachers. In each case here, teachers agreed with the premise presented in the
question.
The results of Q37 and Q38, which ask if the items on the achievement tests
have one answer or not, are almost evenly distributed among the five choices. This
may be because teachers have different interpretations of the fact that after each
achievement test a revised key is prepared. Some may think that this is a part of the
natural process and, therefore, think that items on achievement tests have one answer
only. On the other hand, other teachers may think that this should not happen and,
therefore, say that questions on the achievement tests have more than one answer.
Tables 4 also reveals that participants preferred agree rather than strongly
agree. This may be because many teachers do not know exactly how the design of an
achievement test should be. Yet, any dissatisfaction in testing in DBE at METU
probably does not arise because of inappropriate design. The teachers may be
satisfied but not one hundred per cent sure of what is ideal for the institution. On the
other hand, the teachers who did not chose strongly agree may be the ones who took
courses on testing or measurement and evaluation, and therefore, are not fully
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satisfied with the design of tests. They might be expecting a different design, which
they think is better.
Testers are satisfied with the design of the achievement tests they prepare.
All four testers agreed with the assumptions presented in the questions except for
Q25 and 26. Similar to the teachers’ answers, testers interpreted the existence of
revised key differently. Two testers chose uncertain as their answers and one added
her own alternative, which was ‘sometimes’.
The most obvious similarity between teachers and testers answers was that
they agreed on the whole with each premise presented in the questions. Both teachers
and testers are satisfied with the design of the achievement tests prepared by testers.
In order to examine the effect of being tester in the past, on the attitude of
teachers toward the achievement tests prepared by testers at DBE, METU,
correlation analysis was done. The relationship between Q5 and the four groups of
questions were correlated (see Appendix C). The analysis revealed that Q5 did not
affect the other answers of teachers because the values calculated are non-significant.
The data analysis showed that both teachers and testers have positive
attitudes towards the achievement tests prepared by testers and that whether the
teachers had been testers in the past or not did not affect their attitudes. The next, and
final, chapter presents the general results, recommendations, limitations, implications
for further research, and conclusion.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
Overview of the Study
This study intended to find out the attitudes of teachers and testers towards
the achievement tests prepared by testers in the Department of Basic English (DBE),
at Middle East Technical University (METU). In order to investigate this, two sets of
data were collected: teachers’ opinions and testers’ opinions. The data were collected
through two different questionnaires. The participants in this study were seventy-two
teachers and four testers. The data were analysed in four groups as teachers’ opinions
about the present testing situation, teachers’ opinions about preparing their
achievement tests, the relationship between testing and teaching, and design of tests .
Chi-square values for each question forming the groups were calculated. In order to
find out the effect of having been a tester in DBE at METU in the past, teachers’
answers to question five were correlated with the rest of the answers.
General Results
What are the attitudes of teachers towards the achievement tests prepared by testers
in DBE at METU?
The teachers’ attitudes towards the achievement tests prepared by testers are
positive. The analysis of the answers was done under four headings, which were
teachers’ opinions about the present testing situation, teachers’ opinions about
preparing the achievement tests, the relationship between testing and teaching, and
the design of tests. Overall, teachers are satisfied with the current testing practices.
The results of the first group of questions showed that most of the teachers think
there is active cooperation between teachers and testers, were satisfied with the
current testing practices, but were uncertain if the results of the previous tests were
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used in constructing the forthcoming tests. The results of the second group of
questions support the finding that teachers are satisfied with the current testing
practices. The analysis of the second group of questions clearly showed that teachers
do not want to prepare their own achievement tests. In general, they would like to
continue preparing the instructor’s pop quizzes, but use the pop quizzes and midterm
exams constructed by the testing office. Almost all the teachers are convinced that
the relationship between teaching and testing is established well. They are pleased
with the content of the tests because it is parallel with the teaching practices and the
language is tested in the way it is taught. On the whole, teachers are content with the
establishment of the relationship between testing and teaching and they think that the
designs of tests are appropriate.
What are the attitudes of testers towards the achievement tests prepared by testers in
DBE at METU?
The testers are positive towards the achievement tests they themselves
prepare. The data collected from testers were analysed in three groups. The first
group of questions was about testers’ opinions on the current testing practices. On
the whole, testers seem to be less satisfied with the current situation than the
teachers. Their opinions on the cooperation between teachers and themselves do not
match with teachers’ opinions. The analysis of second group of questions, which was
on the relationship between teaching and testing, showed that testers are satisfied
with the way this relationship was established in the achievement tests they prepared.
Testers were content with the design of the achievement tests they prepared as well,
which was found out in the analysis of the results of the last group of questions.
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Is there a difference between the attitudes of the two groups?
Although on the whole both testers and teachers have a positive attitude
towards the achievement tests prepared by testers in DBE at METU, they perceive
the relationship between the two groups differently. Teachers think that there is
active cooperation between testers and themselves, whereas testers do not.
The different perceptions of this important relationship may be problematic.
The testers who construct the achievement tests think that there is not an active
cooperation between them and the teachers who administer and score the tests.
However, in order to achieve the best results, the two groups involved in testing
should work together. If testers and teachers do not cooperate, then it may be hard to
prepare better tests that will give teachers, students, and the administrators the
valuable information they can get from the achievement tests. For improvement in
testing, teachers and testers should work together.
Is there a difference between the two groups’ attitudes towards midterm exams and
pop quizzes?
There is no real difference in views between the two groups about the
midterm exams and pop quizzes
Does being a tester in the past affect the attitudes of current teachers towards the
achievement tests given at DBE, METU?
Teachers’ answers to question five, which asked if they worked in the
testing office in the past or not, were correlated with the other answers of teachers.
The results were non-significant. Therefore, it can be said that being a tester in the
past does not affect current teachers’ attitudes towards the achievement tests
prepared by tester in DBE at METU.
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Recommendations
The positive attitudes of teachers towards the achievement tests prepared by
testers show that it is a good idea to continue having the testing office construct the
achievement tests, including some pop quizzes. The presence of a testing office is a
“support that the program gives to individual teachers” (Brown, 1996, p. 275)
because this gives them more time to teach, which is their main responsibility.
The testers can be supported by receiving more concrete feedback on what
they do. Although teachers are free to talk on the achievement tests whenever they
want or during the monthly group meetings, this study revealed that it is not enough.
Often these chances are used to talk about the specific problems that occur in
different pop quizzes and midterm exams. As a result, testers often do not hear the
positive remarks teachers may make. Therefore, asking teachers to give systematic
and possibly written feedback is necessary. Teachers may fill in a questionnaire to
inform the testing office on both specific and general topics they consider important,
covering both positive and negative aspects of the tests. In this way, both the testers
and the administrators will be informed about what teachers’ think about the
achievement tests the testers prepare.
However, the program can support its testers too by making a change in the
make up of the testing office. The testers working at the testing office at DBE,
METU change every two years. This is because they work very hard. Yet, it takes
time to become a good tester, or even to learn how the system at this institution
works. Therefore, it may be a good idea to let the newly appointed testers to work
together with the other testers for a year. A one-year orientation period may help the
new testers adapt to the testing system and this may make becoming a tester more
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attractive. The reports of uncertainty among testers about the present testing situation
are the reasons for this suggestion.
Limitations
The major limitation of this study was that it was conducted with the
voluntary teachers only. Since the survey is partial, the data collected does not reveal
the attitudes of all the teachers working in DBE at METU. The number of testers is
another important limitation. As there were only four testers working in DBE at
METU, the comparisons done in the data analysis is not reliable.
Another limitation was that the data was collected through a questionnaire
due to the number of participants. The questionnaire gives a general idea on the
research subject but does not enable the researcher to find out the reasons of many
answers given by the participants, as an interview might.
Implications for Further Research
Further research may include interviews with testers and a sample of
teachers in order to find out the reasons of what the questionnaires reveal. The
researcher may try harder to reach to all of the teachers in order to see the whole
picture. Another possible research may focus on the testing office and how it works
rather than the achievement tests. It may also be a good idea to find out what the
students think about the achievement tests as well because they are actually the ones
who use these tests and are directly affected by the results and interpretations of
these results of the achievement tests.
Conclusion
This study investigated the attitudes of teachers’ and testers’ towards the
achievement tests prepared by testers at DBE, METU. The data was collected
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through two questionnaires, one of which was prepared for testers and the other for
teachers. The results revealed that both testers and teachers have a positive attitude
towards the achievement tests prepared by testers.  However, it also showed that
testers and teachers have different opinions on the present testing practices while it is
clear that both agree it is good to have a testing office to prepare the achievement
tests, better testing practices can be achieved with the implementation of some
changes recommended here.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Teachers’ Questionnarie
Dear Colleague,
I am a student in the MA TEFL 2001 program of Bilkent University. This
questionnaire has been prepared to learn about your attitudes toward the midterm
exams and pop quizzes which are given at the Department of Basic English, at
Middle East Technical University. I regard your answers as a valuable contribution
to my study. They will provide important information about the effectiveness of the
testing situation, and how it can be improved. All the information in this
questionnaire will be kept confidential.
Thank you very much for your cooperation.
Ilknur Kuntasal
SECTION 1
The first five questions below will give demographic data to the researcher.
Please circle the appropriate answer for you.
1. Sex: a. male b. female
2. How long have you been working as a teacher? (in years)
a. 1-4 b. 5-9 c. 10-14 d. 15-19 e. 20-30 f. 31 or more
3. How long have you been working at METU?
a. 1-4 b. 5-9 c. 10-14 d. 15-19 e. 20-30 f. 31 or more
4. Have you taken any courses on “testing” or "measurement and evaluation”?
a. No b. Yes
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5. Have you ever worked at the testing office at the Department of Basic English
(DBE), at Middle East Technical University (METU) or elsewhere? If yes, please
specify the institution and the time.
a. No b. Yes ( ……………………………………………………………… )
SECTION 2
The questions below are about the midterm exams and pop quizzes given by the
testing office at DBE, METU. Please circle the alternative that most closely
corresponds to your opinion.
6. There is active cooperation between the testing office and teachers
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
7. I am satisfied with the present testing practices at the DBE
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
8. I think the results of previous midterm exams are taken into consideration in the
construction of forthcoming midterm exams.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
9. I think the results of previous pop quizzes are taken into consideration in the
construction of forthcoming quizzes.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
10. I would prefer to prepare my own midterm exams.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
11. I would prefer to prepare all my pop quizzes.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
12. I would prefer to prepare my midterm exams in cooperation with other teachers.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
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13. I would prefer to prepare all my pop quizzes in cooperation with other teachers.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
14. I would prefer the testing office to prepare the midterm exams.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
15. I would prefer the testing office to prepare all the pop quizzes.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
16. I would prefer to prepare only the instructor pop quizzes.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
17. The midterm exams cover items that are not covered in class.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
18. The pop quizzes exams cover items that are not covered in class
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
19. The midterm exams given at DBE view language as a set of decontextualised
separate items.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
20. The pop quizzes given at D.B.E. view language as a set of decontextualised,
separate items
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
21. The midterm exams cover aspects of language skills relevant to what has been
taught
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
22. The pop quizzes cover aspects of language skills relevant to what has been taught
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
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23. The midterm exams confine themselves to recognition rather than more creative
aspects of the language.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
24. The pop quizzes confine themselves to recognition rather than more creative
aspects of the language.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
25. The midterm exams are appropriate for our students in terms of their abilities.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
26. The pop quizzes are appropriate for our students in terms of their abilities
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
27. The midterm exams are parallel with teaching practices
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
28. The pop quizzes are parallel with teaching practices
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
29. In the midterm exams, the language is tested in the way it is taught
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
30. In the pop quizzes, the language is tested in the way it is taught
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
31. The midterm exams reflect the course objectives
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
32. The pop quizzes reflect the course objectives
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
33. The instructions of midterm exams are clear
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
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34. The instructions of pop quizzes are clear
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
35. The value of midterm exam items is proportional to the emphasis on the subject
matter in teaching
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
36. The value of pop quiz items is proportional to the emphasis on the subject matter
in teaching
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
37. The midterm exam items have only one correct answer
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
38. The pop quiz items have only one correct answer
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
39. The design of the midterm exams is appropriate
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
40. The design of the pop quizzes is appropriate
a. strongly disagree b. disagree c. uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
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Appendix B
Testers’ Questinnaire
Dear Colleague,
I am a student in the MA TEFL 2001 program of Bilkent University. This
questionnaire has been prepared to learn about your attitudes toward the midterm
exams and pop quizzes which are given at the Department of Basic English, at
Middle East Technical University. I regard your answers as a valuable contribution
to my study. They will provide important information about the effectiveness of the
testing situation, and how it can be improved. All the information in this
questionnaire will be kept confidential.
Thank you very much for your cooperation.
Ilknur Kuntasal
SECTION 1
The first six questions below will give demographic data to the researcher.
Please circle the appropriate answer for you.
6. Sex: a. male b. female
7. How long have you been working as a teacher? (in years)
a. 1-4 b. 5-9 c. 10-14 d. 15-19 e. 20-30 f. 31 or more
8. How long have you been working at METU?
a. 1-4 b. 5-9 c. 10-14 d. 15-19 e. 20-30 f. 31 or more
9. Have you taken any courses on “testing” or "measurement and evaluation”?
a. No b. Yes
10. For how long have you been working at the testing office at the Department of
Basic English (DBE), Middle East Technical University (METU)?
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a. 1 year b. 2 years c. other (Please specify…………………..)
6.  Did you work at the testing office at the DBE, at METU or elsewhere in the past?
a. No b. Yes
If yes, please specify where and for how long: ………………………………………
SECTION 2
The questions below are about the midterm exams and pop quizzes given by the
testing office at DBE, METU. Please circle the alternative that most closely
corresponds to your opinion.
7. There is active cooperation between the testing office and teachers
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
8. I am satisfied with the present testing practices at the DBE
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
9. I think the results of previous midterm exams are taken into consideration in the
construction of forthcoming midterm exams.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
10. I think the results of previous pop quizzes are taken into consideration in the
construction of forthcoming quizzes
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
11. The midterm exams given at DBE view language as a set of decontextualised,
separate items
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
12. The midterm exams cover items that are not covered in class.
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
13. The pop quizzes exams cover items that are not covered in class
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a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
14. The pop quizzes given at D.B.E. view language as a set of decontextualised,
separate items
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
15. The midterm exams cover aspects of language skills relevant to what has been
taught
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
16. The pop quizzes cover aspects of language skills relevant to what has been taught
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
17. The midterm exams confine themselves to testing knowledge about language
rather than use of language
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
18. The midterm exams confine themselves to testing knowledge about language
rather than use of language
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
19. The midterm exams are appropriate for our students in terms of their abilities
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
20. The pop quizzes are appropriate for our students in terms of their abilities
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
21. The midterm exams are parallel with teaching practices
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
22. The pop quizzes are parallel with teaching practices
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
23. In the midterm exams, the language is tested in the way it is taught
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a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
24. In the pop quizzes, the language is tested in the way it is taught
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
25. The midterm exams reflect the course objectives
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
26. The pop quizzes reflect the course objectives
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
27. The instructions of midterm exams are clear
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
28. The instructions of pop quizzes are clear
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
29. The value of midterm exam items is proportional to the emphasis on the subject
matter in teaching
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
30. The value of pop quiz items is proportional to the emphasis on the subject matter
in teaching
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
31. The midterm exam items have only one correct answer
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
32. The pop quiz items have only one correct answer
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
33. The design of the midterm exams is appropriate
a. strongly disagree b.  disagree c.  uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
34. The design of the pop quizzes is appropriate
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a. strongly disagree b. disagree c. uncertain d. agree e. strongly agree
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Appendix C
Correlations of Q5 with other questions
Q5 versus 1st group of questions
Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9
Q5 Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
-,059
,624
71
,059
,623
72
,001
,993
70
,053
,660
71
Q5 versus 2nd group of questions
Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16
Q5 Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
-,132
,271
72
-,021
,862
72
,014
,910
-,013
,916
72
,175
,142
72
-,194
,103
72
,159
,181
72
Q5 versus 3rd group of questions-1
Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24
Q5 Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
-,152
,201
72
-,126
,291
72
-,069
,565
72
,128
,288
71
,132
,269
72
,193
,104
72
,000
,997
72
,066
,584
72
Q5 versus 3rd group of questions-2
Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32
Q5 Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
-,070
,556
72
-,035
,774
71
-,041
,731
72
,030
,801
72
,083
,492
71
,048
,92
71
-,093
,446
70
-,088
,467
71
Q5 versus 4th group of questions
Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40
Q5 Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
-,034
,780
71
-,013
,917
69
-,018
,881
71
-,124
,303
71
-,013
,918
69
-,037
,765
69
-,135
,265
70
-,090
,461
70
